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Abstract 
The purpose of the present study was to evaluate whether the motivation of principals and teachers plays a significant role on the 
achievement of elementary school students. Participants were 193 elementary school students who attended grades 3 through 6 of 
2 schools in a large metropolitan area of Greece. Students’ achievement in language was estimated using normative scales. 
Teachers’ motivation was assessed using Elliot’s achievement goal measure. Data were analyzed using mixed modeling due to 
the hierarchical structure of the data. Results indicated that there were no differences between principal and teacher’s adoption of 
goals. Further analyses focused on teachers and indicated that their adoption of mastery goals (approach or avoidance) were 
positive predictors of students’ achievement in reading comprehension. Performance approach goals were negative predictors of 
both reading comprehension and spelling. Last, performance avoidance goals were positive predictors of vocabulary. It is 
concluded that teachers motivational dispositions play a significant role in the achievement levels of their students. 
© 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the Organizing Committee of WCETR 2013. 
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1. Introduction 
Personal achievement goals have received increased attention in educational psychology following the pioneer 
work of Dweck, Ames, Nicholls, Elliot, Harackiewicz, Midgley, and others. The theory originally posited that 
valuing intrinsic versus extrinsic reasons for engaging with academic tasks provides an explanatory framework for 
school achievement, engaging behaviors and self-regulation. Initially, theorists postulated that individuals engage 
with an academic task either for intrinsic reasons (i.e., the inclination to master a skill out of interest and the joy that 
involvement brings) or the desire to outperform others and excel using normative evaluative criteria on what success 
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is. Broadly speaking, the former goals were termed mastery or learning and the latter performance goals. The 
original dichotomy was further bifurcated using the approach-avoidance distinction (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; 
Elliot & McGregor, 2001). That is, individuals could adopt a mastery goal out of interest and the desire to master a 
skill (mastery approach) or avoid not mastering the skill (mastery avoidance) (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Similarly 
engagement with a focus on performance outcomes could either approach success (i.e., target at outperforming 
everybody else - performance approach) or target at avoiding failure (Elliot (1999). The model has been recently 
extended to adopt a normative versus non-normative distinction (Grant & Dweck, 2003) with mixed findings 
emerging from exploratory factor analysis procedures. Thus, for the conceptual and content validity of further 
bifurcations in achievement goals the jury is still out. 
Since the mid-eighties a huge amount of research has been accumulated with regard to the function and 
regulation from adopting various goals. For example, mastery goals have oftentimes been related positively with 
intrinsic motivation, and skill mastery, but not directly with achievement (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996). 
Performance avoidance goals have been responsible for anxiety, stress, and feelings of apprehension, along with 
poor achievement outcomes (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). For performance approach goals mixed findings have been 
produced. For example, Harackiewicz et al., (2002) suggested that the accumulated evidence points to clear 
positive links between these goals and academic achievement outcomes (direct effects). Others have reported both 
emotional decrements and poor performance outcomes from adopting these goals. With regard to mastery 
avoidance goals research has been scarce.  
Teachers and principals play a crucial role for the appropriate environment cultivation in school settings and 
promote its effectiveness through specific initiatives. This is particularly more important since empirical evidence 
suggests that contextual goals shape students’ personal goals (Meece, Anderman, & Anderman, 2006; Wolters, 
2004). In the literature, researchers use the term “Responsive Leadership Interventions” describing leadership 
strategies employed “to influence the successful implementation of school-based or system-wide initiatives that 
lead to improved instruction by teachers and increased learning outcomes for students” (Boscardin, 2007, p. 191). 
Two of the most successful leadership practices according to  Leithwood, Seashore-Louis, Anderson, and 
Wahlstrom (2004) are (a) setting directions by developing a shared vision and goals, target at motivating and 
helping people in the organization, monitoring organizational performance, communicating effectively; and (b) 
developing people by supporting individual needs target at promoting best practices through examples, offering 
intellectual stimulation to teachers in order to improve their work. 
What is yet to be addressed is how teacher’s and principals’ personal goals affect the achievement of their 
students through creating specific ‘motivational cultures’ in the environments they control (classroom for teachers, 
school for principals). That is, teachers and principals cultivate a culture that is based on their personal beliefs and 
evaluations on what performance is, how it is valued and the consequences associated with positive and negative 
achievement outcomes. Unraveling those relationships at the school and classroom levels are the objectives of the 
present study. 
1.1. Purpose of Study 
The purpose of the present study was to test the hypothesis that principal’s and teacher’s motivation produces 
consistent effects on the achievement of their students. Specifically, it was hypothesized that approach goals, 
mastery and performance would exert positive effects on students’ achievement and the opposite would be true of 
avoidance goals (i.e., mastery avoidance and performance avoidance). Of particular interest was the relationship 
between principal’s and teacher’s motivation at a given school. That is, is there concordance between the motivation 
of principals and teachers who are at the same school? 
2. Methodology 
2.1. Participants and Procedures 
Participants were 193 elementary school students who were recruited from 4 schools of a large metropolitan 
area of Greece. There were 51 3d graders, 46 4th graders, 51 5th graders and 45 6th graders. There were 85 boys and 
98 girls (data on gender were missing from 3 students). Students were assessed on their language performance at the 
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beginning and end of an academic year. Their assessment took place during regular school hours and was part of 
students’ evaluation of their performance by their teachers. The teachers (N = 8) contributed information on their 
demographics and their personal goals related to achievement goal theory. Two principals who were responsible for 
clusters of 4 schools, respectively, also contributed information on their personal goals.  
2.2. Dependent Variables 
Reading comprehension was assessed using a standardized measure of reading (Padeliadu & Antoniou, 2007). 
The subscale involves 7 passages in which students have to answer a series of questions related to the topic, the plot, 
the individuals and their roles, etc. 
Vocabulary was assessed using the Greek version of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III (Simos, 
Sideridis, Mouzaki, & Protopapas, 2011). The scale has been validated in the Greek population using 58 pictures in 
which the student had to name. Cronbach’s alpha was equal to .930. 
Spelling was assessed using a standardized 50-word test that has been normed in the Greek population 
(Sideridis et al., 2009). Internal consistency of the scale was equal to .875. The number of words spelled correctly 
comprised the total score. 
Achievement goals were assessed using a subject matter specific adaptation of Butler’s (2007) scales. A sample 
of a mastery goal was that my goal for my students is to: “understand the text”. For mastery avoidance goals: “to not 
fail understanding the content of the text”, for performance approach goals “to have my class outperform every other 
class”, and for performance avoidance “to not have the worst students on reading comprehension.” Alpha reliability 
coefficients were well above .75.  
2.3. Data Analysis: Multilevel Random Coefficient Modeling (MRCM) 
Data were analyzed using multilevel modeling techniques (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). Multilevel models 
attempt to predict measurable behaviors from independent variables that are at different hierarchies. For example the 
effectiveness of teachers to inspire students to engage with art may be fixed (i.e., equal across teachers) or variable. 
Using least squares methods one could only analyze these effects by averaging them and without accounting for the 
different levels of variability that existed in each classroom. With multilevel modeling the specifics of each teacher 
and his/her effects on their classroom are accounted for, thus, this modeling represents an advancement over 
previous analytic methods (i.e., OLS regression).  
In the present multilevel models, each dependent variable was predicted from time (beginning and end of year) 
and personal achievement goals. Time comprised the within-person, level-1, predictor of each dependent variable. 
Achievement goals were the level-2 and level-3 predictors of achievement in reading, spelling and vocabulary, 
reflecting teacher’s and principal’s influence over their students’ performance. In equation form, the following 
model was fit to the data in order to evaluate the predictive ability of principal’s and teachers’ mastery (Map), 
performance approach (Perfo), mastery avoidance (Mav) and performance avoidance goals (Perfa) to predict reading 
comprehension (RC). The model was repeated for predicting vocabulary and spelling performance.  
 
Level-1 
Reading Comprehensionmti = ψ0ti + ψ1ti*(Timemti) + εmti 
 
Level-2 
ψ0ti = π00i + e0ti 
ψ1ti = π10i + π11i*(Mapti) + π12i*(Perfoti) + π13i*(Mavti) + π14i*(Perfati)  
 
Level-3 
π00i = β000 + r00i 
π10i = β100  
π11i = β110 + β111 (Map) 
π12i = β120 + β121 (Perfo) 
π13i = β130 + β131 (Mav)  
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π14i = β140 + β141 (Perfa)  
 
In which ψ0 and ψ1 reflect the grand mean and grand slope of reading comprehension (over time). Subsequently, the 
ψ1 slope is predicted by teacher’s adoption of achievement goals (coefficients π11-π14). Last, the coefficients β111-β114 
reflect the effects of principals’ personal goals on the respective goals of the teachers.  
 
3. Results 
With regard to the concordance between principal’s and teacher’s goals results indicated that none of the cross-
level interactions between principal’s and teacher’s motivation was significant. That is, there were no differential 
effects on the reading achievement of students produced due to the motivation of the principals. Thus, subsequent 
results are presented for the effects of teacher’s motivation on student’s performance for parsimony*. 
 
Table 1. Effects of Teacher’s Achievement Goals on Students’ Academic Outcomes in Reading Comprehension, 
Vocabulary, and Spelling. 
 
Fixed Effect Coefficient S.E. D.F T-Value 
  Reading 
Comprehension 
  
Intercept β000 12.869 0.901 339 14.288*** 
Intercept β100 2.640 0.405 339 6.524** 
  Mastery Approach Slope β111 2.216 1.097 339 2.020* 
  Performance Approach
Slope β120 
-2.209 0.914 339 -2.418* 
  Mastery Avoidance Slope
β130 
2.812 1.124 339 2.502* 
  Performance Avoidance
Slope β140 
0.111 0.776 339 0.144 
  Vocabulary   
Intercept β000 37.972 1.1304 339 29.122*** 
Intercept β100 4.277 0.868 339 4.928*** 
  Mastery Approach Slope β111 -0.412 2.274 339 -0.181 
  Performance Approach
Slope β120 
-2.825 1.897 339 -1.489 
  Mastery Avoidance Slope
β130 
-1.509 2.338 339 -0.645 
  Performance Avoidance
Slope β140 
3.667 1.618 339 2.267* 
  Spelling   
Intercept β000 29.921 2.641 339 11.329*** 
Intercept β100 7.658 1.263 339 6.065*** 
  Mastery Approach Slope β111 2377 3.412 339 0.697 
  Performance Approach
Slope β120 
-5.471 2.856 339 -1.916† 
  Mastery Avoidance Slope
β130 
2.812 1.124 339 2.502* 
  Performance Avoidance
Slope β140 
0.111 0.776 339 0.144 
Note: *p<.05; **p< .01; ***p<.001; †One-tailed test. Estimates are of fixed effects only. Inclusion of 
 
 
* And the fact that the results from principals came from N = 2. 
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random effects did not  
improve model fit substantially (as the between-person information represented only 30.9% of the total 
information). The  
reliability estimate of the intercept β000 was equal to .946. 
 
        In mixed form the following multilevel model was fit to the data in order to predict students’ achievement 
from teacher’s goal orientations with regard to reading comprehension. 
 
 RCmti = β000 + β100*Timemti + β110*Timemti*Mapti + β120*Timemti*Perfoti+ β130*Timemti*Mavti    
+β140*Timemti*Timeti+ e0ti + r00i + εmti 
 
With regard to the focal question of the study, adoption of mastery goals by teachers was associated with 
significantly higher achievement in reading comprehension but not in vocabulary or spelling (see Table 1). Adoption 
of performance approach goals by teachers was associated with significantly lower scores in reading comprehension 
and spelling (using a one-tailed test for the latter). Mastery avoidance goals exerted positive effects on student’s 
achievement in both reading comprehension and spelling. Last, performance avoidance goals were positively related 
with the academic achievement in vocabulary only. Regarding the effects of performance goals (approach and 
avoidance), the classrooms whose teachers being performance oriented had the lowest scores on reading 
comprehension. The opposite was true of teachers who had low scores on performance approach.  
 
4. Discussion 
The purpose of the present study was to test the hypothesis that principal’s and teacher’s motivation produces 
consistent effects on the achievement of their students. Specifically, it was hypothesized that approach goals, 
mastery and performance would exert positive effects on students’ achievement and the opposite would be true of 
avoidance goals (i.e., mastery avoidance and performance avoidance). Of particular interest was the relationship 
between principal’s and teacher’s motivation at a given school. That is, is there concordance between the motivation 
of principals and teachers who are at the same school?  
With regard to the concordance between principal’s and teacher’s motivation results indicated that the 
predicted slopes of both teachers and principals were not significantly different from each other. That is, there was 
almost absolute concordance between the goals of principals and teachers with regard to the effects of their goals on 
students’ achievement in reading, vocabulary and spelling.   
When looking at the effects of teacher’s goals on students’ achievement in reading comprehension results 
revealed positive trajectories of reading growth for mastery approach and mastery avoidance goals and negative 
trajectories for performance approach goals. Given the complex nature of reading comprehension it is likely that the 
surface processing associated with adoption of performance goals has negative effects on students’ comprehension 
of the text. Reading comprehension requires deep processing, the adoption of strategies that would help students 
draw information from the text, evaluation of relationships between variables in the text, the deciphering of roles 
between key figures, the energization of other processes and skills (e.g., vocabulary, critical thinking) etc. Thus, it is 
likely that the pursuit of performance goals by teachers, in some ways, resembles the effects that personal 
performance goals have on their students. Performance oriented teachers may target at quickly covering more 
material without allowing enough time for their students to process the relevant information. 
For vocabulary, performance avoidance goals were a significant positive predictor. This finding deviates 
markedly from expectations based on personal goals for which negative effects are most commonly reported 
(Church, Elliot, & Gable, 2001; Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Elliot & Murayama, 2008).  
One possibility is that avoidance goals are oftentimes less salient and less likely to be perceived in the 
classroom (Schwinger & Stiensmeier-Pelster, 2011). Nevertheless, as above the adoption of performance goals by 
teachers may prohibit the deep and analytic presentation of complex material but that inhibition does not likely 
affect the automatic process of vocabulary.  
With regard to spelling, performance approach goals were maladaptive and mastery avoidance goals adaptive. 
This finding adds to the literature that pointed to the maladaptiveness of performance approach goals (Brophy, 2005; 
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Rawsthorne & Elliot, 1999) and confirms the findings on reading comprehension and vocabulary. Spelling requires 
knowledge of other skills such as grammar and vocabulary thus, it is a complex skill. If performance oriented 
teachers are more concerned with performing better than their colleagues (maybe covering more subject matter), 
then it is likely that they do not allow their students to digest the relevant material and become skillful spellers. With 
regard to mastery avoidance this is one of the few findings on the topic, thus, the present study contributes novel 
information on this relatively new, and not widely accepted, construct. It is possible that efforts to not fail to meet 
internalized standards of success develop later than at the elementary school level. Indeed, negative effects have 
been reported in adolescence and adulthood (van Yperen, Elliot, & Anseel, 2009).  
Several reasons limit the validity of the present findings. First, the sample sizes are relatively small with regard 
to both the amount of teachers and the principals. Thus, the present findings reflect preliminary effects that are 
suggestive of overall trends rather than conclusive. Second, all findings are based on self-reports and there has been 
some evidence regarding the biases introduced by some populations such as teachers as a function of their gender 
(Sideridis, Padeliadu & Antoniou, 2008). Third, more complex goal-achievement relationships and patterns (e.g., 
interactions Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001) have not been tested due to the small sample size and the collateral 
effects of low power. 
There are two major conclusions from the present study. First, there is high concordance between teachers and 
principals on the effects of their personal goals on students’ achievement. Second, teacher’s goals play a significant 
role in the performance of their students. Obviously, adoption of performance goals is mostly maladaptive for 
academic achievement and should be avoided by all means. In the future it will be interesting to apply the present 
model to the investigation of social behavior and social goals. How do teacher and principal cultures affect the 
development of social development or demonstration goals (Mouratidis & Sideridis, 2009) is an interesting venue of 
research. Furthermore, the effects of teachers goals on students’ emotionality (Pekrun, Elliot, & Maier, 2009) is 
particularly important in light of the positive effects of teacher’s emotional support on students’ self-concept and 
motivation (Furrer & Skinner, 2003).  
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